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ABIGAIL WINTER,  MARISHA MCAULIFFE, DOUG HARGREAVES AND GARY CHADWICK 
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Abstract 
Academic staff within the QUT Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering are exploring ways to 
incorporate andragogical (student-centred) and heutagogical (self-determined) approaches to education into 
undergraduate programs, rather than relying on a purely pedagogical (teacher-centred) approach – an 
academagogic approach, where the most appropriate parts of various theories of learning are utilised. 
Moving to academagogy is more than a change; it will be a transition. Consideration will be required to 
assist teaching staff to navigate through new ways of knowing about what they are doing. The identities of 
these staff members will need to be moved from “experts expounding information to students” and will have 
to be rebuilt as facilitators/guides of knowledge dissemination for diverse groups of students. Within this, 
issues of change fatigue may need to be considered and addressed, along with those of leadership and trust. 
It will also be critical to review experiences of evaluation, as this is the area of most challenge in moving 
towards student-centred and self-determined education. 
The three current “gogies” – Pedagogy, Andragogy and Heutagogy 
Theories on teaching and learning for adult learners are under constant review and discussion, and are under 
an ongoing developmental process. Professional education, including university education, is rapidly 
expanding in line with fundamental developments in society, that is, the spread of knowledge-based 
education in a highly technological society. Due to the focus on improving education with governmental 
scrutiny and funding, universities are making serious moves toward improving the quality of teaching and 
learning, especially in undergraduate education. However, even with ongoing research and new innovations 
in these areas, issues are still deeply ingrained in teaching and learning in undergraduate programs, 
especially when so few academics hold higher education degrees. With the restructuring of degrees and 
higher class numbers, there are increasingly large amounts of material to impart in a necessarily restricted 
time, the fundamental skills that are absolutely essential for future graduates. As educational theories 
advance, educators are aiming, in principle to move towards more effective learning techniques such as 
andragogy (student-centred approach) and heutagogy (self-determined learning).  
Pedagogy was originally developed in the monastic schools of Europe in the Middle Ages and is 
derived from the Greek word "paid" meaning child, plus "agogos," meaning leading. It is defined as the art 
of leading and teaching children. This teaching model is a content model concerned with the transmission of 
information and skills where the teacher decides in advance what knowledge or skill needs to be transmitted. 
The teachers arrange a body of content into logical units, select the most efficient means for transmitting this 
content (lectures, readings, laboratory exercises, films, tapes, for example) then develop plans for the 
presentation of these units into some sequence. Pedagogy is a teaching theory rather than a learning theory 
and is usually based on transmission.  
Moving on from pedagogy, andragogy is a learning theory that is usually based on transaction. 
Theories of transmission work on the basis of filling deficits in student knowledge and comprehension of 
their environment while theories of transaction work on the basis of addressing the immediate, practical 
needs of context-dependent learners. Andragogy is different from pedagogy in that it is a learning theory and 
not a teaching theory. The term is defined from the Greek words "anere", meaning ‘man’ and "agogus" 
meaning ‘leading’, and is used by adult theorists and educators to describe the theory of adult learning. 
Andragogy is based on a transactional process design where the teacher manages “…a process for facilitating 
the acquisition of content by the learners” and serves “as a content resource [who can] provide leads for 
other content resources” (Knowles 1980, p.183).  
Where andragogy provides approaches for improving educational methodology, Hase and Kenyon 
(2000, p.2) argue that it maintains “…connotations of a teacher-learner relationship”. They suggested that, 
since society has rapidly changed and we now live in a highly technical society, learning should be more 
self-determined: the learner determines what and how learning should take place. With the term derived from 
the Greek word for ‘self’; with ‘agogos’ meaning ‘leading’ and based on theories of self-determined 
learning, the term heutagogy was coined by Hase and Kenyon in the late 1990’s. They see heutagogy as “…a 
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desire to go beyond the simple acquisition of skills and knowledge as a learning experience” (Hase and 
Kenyon 2000, p.3); 'knowledge sharing' rather than 'knowledge hoarding' (Ford, 1997 in Hase and Kenyon, 
2000), where knowing how to learn will be a fundamental skill in the future of our workplaces. Therefore, 
the core concept underscoring this theory is a desire to go beyond the simple acquisition of skills and 
knowledge as a learning experience with an emphasis on a more ‘holistic’ development in the learner of an 
independent capability (Stephenson, 1994), the capacity for questioning one’s values and assumptions 
(Argyris & Schon, 1996), and the critical role of the system-environment interface (Emery & Trist, 1965).   
Even although the heutagogical principles indeed empower the learner within a learning situation, it 
is still seen (especially in undergraduate education) that the educator/facilitator should remain a vital part of 
helping learners interpret their world while at the same time maintaining a distance appropriate to 
encouraging learners to actively engage in that world through the process of discovery as it relates to their 
own interests and needs. Therefore, this then reverts back to Knowles’ (1980) theory of negotiated reality 
between the teacher, the student, and the learning material; the teaching of adult learners justifies the 
existence of the educator and the institution to which that educator is attached. This use of andragogical 
principles is used in ways that heutagogical principles cannot be, and this is why pedagogy and andragogy 
remain valuable teaching and learning principles within education environments.  
Heutagogy is seen primarily as applicable to vocational education and training, not necessarily for 
university education, especially in terms of assessment. The principles of heutagogy seek to democratize the 
assessment process by allowing it to be driven by the realities of the ‘real world’ – the determination of real 
material value is predicated entirely on the use-value of the material learned, both in the learner’s design of 
the course of study and in the learner’s ability to use that course of study for personal or professional gain. 
However, in that the principles of heutagogy are seen as potentially improving or extending the theories of 
andragogy and pedagogy, the removal of the educator makes the concept of heutagogy impractical in a 
credentialing institution.  
The issue of assessment – addressing evaluation 
Evaluation of the learner generally occurs through assessment where there are two separate models in use. 
The first is in terms of the learning experience for the student, and diverges to being either formative 
(relating to the formation of the student’s knowledge/skills/abilities, generally during the training/class) or 
summative (relating to the summary or final presentation of the knowledge/skills/abilities at the end of the 
class/training). The other learner evaluation model relates to how the student is assessed – these models are 
either normative (where the individual learner is compared with the rest of the class using a model such as a 
standard distribution, and ranked accordingly) or competency/criterion-based (where the student is compared 
to an independent set of standards and generally have their ability to undertake set tasks described as either 
competent or not yet competent). Where the learner is not yet competent, the evaluation identifies specific 
areas of knowledge, skills or abilities that need to improve for the learner to be graded as competent.  
Based on the University of Bristol’s Stages of Planning and Carrying out an Evaluation, the following 
process is proposed here as a good summary of the evaluation cycle, which should inform the planning, 
implementation and review of any activity: 
1. Identify the overall purpose(s) of the evaluation – why are you evaluating this? 
2. Identify stakeholder(s) (students, Unit Coordinator, supervisor etc) – who needs to give input or 
receive the report at the end? 
3. Identify key questions – what do you really want to find out?  
4. Choose evaluation instrument(s) and corresponding data analysis technique.  
5. Apply instrument(s) – conduct the evaluation. 
6. Analyse the data – what were the answers to the key questions? Where can / will you improve as a 
result?  
7. Present the data to the identified stakeholder(s). 
 
Like any other activity, there will be good and bad evaluations that occur. The main differentiating factor 
between them is likely to be the selection and application of a model for evaluation that is suited to the needs 
of the particular situation being evaluated, as detailed in Alkin’s Valuing branch of the evaluation theory tree 
(Alkin, 2004). It is that selection of an appropriate model for evaluation which is the key to the concept of 
academagogy. 
Academagogy: The “meshed” model 
As “pedagogy” literally means “leading the boy”, and “andragogy” means “leading the man”, we have 
followed the same Greek roots to reach “academagogy” or “scholarly leading”. In this model of teaching and 
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learning, it falls to the informed and critically aware academic (scholar) to select the most appropriate style 
of learning and evaluation for a given class and a given learning experience. This new model dispenses with 
tautological arguments over whether we are teaching children or adults, men or women, and allows us to 
bring the focus back to becoming better teachers or facilitators of learning for our students and selecting the 
most appropriate evaluation tools that will most effectively assess whether our learning objectives have been 
achieved.   
For an academagogue, one size does not fit all – the aim of academagogy is to open up teaching concepts, 
and allow the informed academic to apply what works for them in their own concept. In a way, it’s a 
permission to select whatever you like from the buffet of educational concepts – take what is required for the 
appropriate learning outcomes, because you have permission to look at the whole spread and evaluate it for 
your own purposes. 
 
Figure 1: Academagogy 
 
Principles from teaching and learning theories that are appropriate for the learning situation can be combined 
with other theories for the students’ learning experience. For example, in the first semester first year of 
QUT’s engineering degree, students are generally taught using pedagogical principles. Then, in final year, 
the learning tends to be more self-directed and students are more self-motivated in the project they 
undertake, and how they undertake that project. This may mean that andragogical and heutagogical 
principles, or even a combination of all three “gogies”, may be incorporated into the teaching methods for 
the final year of that degree.  
Of course, this new model of academagogy cannot simply be announced in order to happen – 
academics will need assistance through the transition from lecturer to academagogue. After all, “…who we 
are is reflected in what we are doing, and how others interpret who we are and what we are doing” (Hatch & 
Schultz, 1997, p.361). Our identity, in other words, comprises our internal conceptions of ourselves and our 
skills, abilities, knowledge and actions; however, it is also mediated to some extent by the reactions of others 
to us and our actions. 
Change and Transition 
Communication is one of the key factors in promoting the transition from lecturer to academagogue. It is 
generally agreed, across much of the literature on communication, management and project management, 
that communication is the key to good change management. Communication is the most critical tool 
available to a manager. However, communication can only be effective if it is interactive and iterative – 
allowing others to have input over time. Communication does not exist as a being on its own; it exists 
between people. Good communication consists of getting the right information exchange happening between 
the right people at the right time. Good communication, therefore, is a vital aspect of any change process, as 
a critical thread linking opportunities to participate. The opportunity to participate is an important one in 
fostering ownership of and commitment to the change process (Senge, 1992). 
Within communication are two important issues for consideration – image, or what others think of us 
(Dutton & Dukerich, 2004), and identity, or what we think of ourselves (Hatch & Schultz, 1997). It is, 
therefore, important that the communication is clear, and supports both the image and the identity of the 
organisational area (in this case, the School and Faculty) as well as of the individual academics involved in 
the change. If the communication does not support them, then the organisation and its leaders are likely to be 
mistrusted, both from inside and outside (T. Simons, 2002). 
The area of organisational change management has been a dynamic one, underpinned by one central 
theory of effective change management since the 1950s. This theory, developed by social scientist Kurt 
Lewin, promulgated the conception of change as a three-phased process: Unfreezing – changing – refreezing 
(Lewin, 1952). Although Lewin’s Three-Phased Change Model has guided change managers for the last 60 
years, practitioners and theorists are now questioning whether it meets the needs of change in the new 
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millennium. Lewin’s model basically presents the change process as a sort of Mayan ziggurat – a long flat 
step (or phase) of preparation (unfreezing) followed by an incline (changing), then another long flat step 
(refreezing), repeated every time there is a change. The concern expressed in the literature is that modern 
change is so rapid that there is simply no time to ‘refreeze’ the organisation before the next change comes – 
the model looks more like a distant Egyptian pyramid for most organisations (Griffith, 2002; Scott-Morgan 
et al., 2001; Weick & Quinn, 1999), with no time for consolidation and embedding before the next change 
occurs. A major concern around this lack of a “stopping place” is change fatigue – the overwhelming, 
exhausting feeling that changes are never-ending because the slope of change is so rapid it’s virtually a 
straight line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lewin’s Model:     Current change practice: 
Unfreeze – change – Refreeze    Change – change - change 
 
Figure 2: Ziggurats and Pyramids of change 
 
So, if Lewin’s model is out-dated, what are the alternatives? One option is to look for alternative process-
driven change management methodologies or quality process change maps, such as Total Quality 
Management (TQM) or Business Process Reengineering and Six Sigma. The advantage of these methods is 
that they are thoroughly documented, providing step-by-step processes to be followed (Harmon, 2003; Rye, 
2001). However, they do not provide a specific process for managing changes – it is simply assumed that the 
change will be managed well. So, if process-based change models such as Lewin’s, and more recent quality 
improvement processes are not relevant in the 21st Century, this could be because they are applied to change 
as a process with a set of activities (discrete or overlapping), rather than modelling change as it affects 
people. 
The major author who is progressing the ‘people’ side of organisational change management is 
William Bridges. His model of Transition (Bridges, 1991, 2003) clearly builds on philosopher and futurist 
Alvin Toffler’s concern with the human side of change (Toffler, 1970, 1995). Bridges’ model and writings 
remains three-phased like Lewin’s: Neutral Zone – Wilderness – Launching (Bridges, 1991, 2003). Unlike 
Lewin’s 1952 model, Bridges’ model describes how to help people traverse the changing environment, rather 
than focussing on how to change the environment itself. And, through effective leadership, that attention to 
people in the move to academagogy will be made easier, and the transition should be smoother. 
Leadership and Trust 
Within the School of Engineering Systems in the Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering at QUT, 
there is a great deal of interest in different ways to lead. The Head of School is a proponent of values-driven 
leadership and models this within the School on a daily basis, leading to a high level of trust within the 
School. 
During organisational change, there are two main sources of trust in leaders: the team and the 
organisation’s hierarchy. The trust needs of these two sources can be opposed, as the team needs to trust the 
leader to do what is best for each of them as an individual, while the organisation’s hierarchy needs to trust 
the leader to do what is best for the organisation. 
For the conception of trust in terms of a change to academagogy, there are six key concepts that 
encompass the construct of trust: 
1. It is intangible – expressed through the thoughts and emotions of the person; 
2. It involves a decision or expectation; 
3. It involves an ultimately positive result for the trustor; 
4. It involves at least two people, sometimes more; 
5. It involves an activity; and 
6. It involves something that has not yet happened. 
 
Therefore, trust can be defined as personal faith in the favourable outcome of another’s actions to come. 
That other person is the leader of the change – those who are promoting the move to academagogy – the 
Head of School and other interested and responsible academic leaders within the Faculty. 
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The concept of leaders has been in common use in the military and politics for hundreds of years, from 
Plato’s Republic to biographies of military leaders from Napoleon Bonaparte to Winston Churchill. 
However, it wasn’t until the 20th Century that people began speaking and writing about leadership in 
organisational settings. 
While many authors write about leadership in general, some progress toward the discussion of specific 
types of leadership. For example, Burns (1978) began writing in the 1970s about the differences between 
transactional and transformational leadership. Transactional leaders tend to be more like super-managers, 
paying particular attention to the activities that need to occur and how they take place. Transformational 
leaders, on the other hand, tend to step away from directed management roles and pay attention to the more 
truly strategic elements of leading an organisation, such as developing a vision and changing the culture. 
Expanding further on the transactional leadership model is Greenleaf’s (1998) popular model of Servant 
Leadership. In this model, the leader is selected for their ability to lead from behind with the support of their 
followers. The leader places him- or herself behind the followers, and progresses the follower’s needs rather 
than those of the anointed leader. 
Other authors have specialised in particular areas of leadership, as Rosabeth Moss Kanter has done in the 
area of organisations and change. Kanter (1999) is largely interested in the large-scale organisational effects 
of change and focuses upon three main areas in her research and writing: management, leadership and 
organisations, tied together in the theme of change. She advocates the need for leaders to help their 
organisations learn how to manage change well (Kanter, 1999; McInerney, 1995) through documenting 
processes and lessons learned from both failure and success. Discussions are also beginning to be seen in the 
literature about the different leadership styles being seen in various cohorts such as those between female 
and male leaders and Asian compared with American styles.  
The concept of followership and its importance is also gaining ground as authors recognise that the leader 
can only exist where there are those who choose to follow (Brown, 2003; Ciulla, 1998). While there are 
many corporate stories and case studies of leaders and leadership, only some leaders have explicitly 
discussed their interest in their followers. Carly Fiorina, when she was the head of Compaq, was clear that 
the staff working for her were her primary focus (Lagace, 2003a). Ricardo Semler, who inherited his father’s 
Brazilian manufacturing firm Semco in the early 1980’s, also put his employees first in the major 
restructuring and reorganisation he undertook in order to keep the company functional (Semler, 1993). A 
major strategy that both of these leaders who cared about not damaging their employees undertook was 
constant communication. 
Closely related to this is the concept of a Values-Driven Leader, which can be defined as a purposeful 
results-oriented leadership style, based on valuing each person for their uniqueness, and driving for results 
through values. Values driven leadership is about creating an environment with staff that engenders a sense 
of belonging, a sense of identity and a sense of purpose.  
  
Conclusion 
Whilst academagogy allows for flexibility in teaching, using a variety of tried and true methods, it also 
encourages the theories of pedagogy, andragogy and heutagogy to feed back into this “meshed” model. This 
model may be better to utilise across diverse cultural and generational backgrounds, varying disciplinary 
backgrounds (such as those within engineering disciplines versus those in a humanities discipline), and 
students’ prior knowledge. When teaching undergraduate students, academics do not simply deliver the 
content to a tabula rasa; they teach students the content, therefore a variety of student characteristics affect 
the way that learning occurs. 
In order to assist our academic colleagues to form a new self-identity in keeping with the concept of 
academagogy, we will have to offer them significant personal assistance. From past experiences and our own 
research interests, there seems to us to be one key area that will require focus: issues of leadership and trust 
will have to be addressed as part of a wider change management approach. This will involve academics 
making a personal transition rather than simply having change imposed upon them. 
Through a values-driven leadership focus, the School of Engineering Systems at QUT has already built 
the trusting environment that will be critical to this change. Many staff are already in a position to begin the 
transition from academic to academagogue, although help will be needed for them in how to do this. They 
will need support in becoming creative and selective users of a variety of educational theories and methods; 
in focussing on student learning rather than processes; and in determining exactly what it is that they value as 
educators. 
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